This work is intended as a consensus list of valid tick names, following recent revisionary studies, wherein we recognize 896 species of ticks in 3 families. The Nuttalliellidae is monotypic, containing the single entity Nuttalliella namaqua.
Introduction
Over the last decade, tick (Acari: Ixodida) systematics has undergone a remarkable-and contentiousrevolution. Between 1998 and 2008 three comprehensive lists of supposedly valid tick names were published by Camicas et al. (1998) , Horak et al. (2002) and Barker and Murrell (2008) . Additionally, Kolonin (2009) compiled a list of world Ixodidae, while Guglielmone et al. (2009) addressed controversial tick names. With the exception of Camicas et al. (1998) , the preceding studies rely heavily on the compilations of Keirans (1992) and Keirans and Robbins (1999) . All these works disagree with one another to a greater or lesser extent. Consequently, we have attempted to combine their best elements with our own original research to develop a new global list of tick species names that are valid as of late 2009.
There are several competing genus-level classifications of the Ixodidae in Camicas and Morel (1977) , Hoogstraal and Aeschlimann (1982) , Black and Piesman (1994) , Filippova (1994) , Camicas et al. (1998) , Barker and Murrell (2002) and Horak et al. (2002) . Disagreements at the genus level often concern particular species groups. For example, some authorities continue to regard Boophilus as a valid genus, although most recent authors have relegated this group of five species to a subgenus of Rhipicephalus. Similarly, Aponomma is viewed as a valid genus by many taxonomists, but recent workers have moved some species to the genus Bothriocroton (the former "Australian Aponomma species") and placed the remainder in Amblyomma. The genus Anocentor remains valid in some genus-level classifications, but most workers consider this monotypic genus to be, at best, a subgenus of Dermacentor. The greatest differences of opinion concern the largest ixodid genus-Ixodes-whose species have been dispersed into several genera (Ceratixodes, Eschatocephalus, Ixodes, Lepidixodes, Pholeoixodes, Scaphixodes) by Camicas and Morel (1977) and Camicas et al. (1998) . However, this arrangement has been widely resisted and will not be further considered here.
The tumult in tick taxonomy has yielded competing genus-level classifications of the Argasidae that are vastly different from one another: Clifford et al. (1964) Keirans (2009) retains the subgeneric classification proposed by Hoogstraal (1985) . A recent molecular analysis did not settle these ongoing disputes because several alleged natural groups were poorly represented (Nava et al. 2009b ). However, it appears that the genus Ornithodoros, as understood by Clifford et al. (1964) and Hoogstraal (1985) , is not monophyletic, endorsing similar results from Klompen and Oliver (1993) , whose study is especially relevant for its application of cladistic methods to demonstrate the paraphyly of the genus Ornithodoros, but which fails to acknowledge the contributions of Camicas and Morel (1977) , further developed in Camicas et al. (1998) , in considering the paraphyly of Ornithodoros as defined by the "American School". As discussed in a recent study by Estrada-Peña et al. (2010) , the genus-level classification of the family Argasidae is obviously much less settled than that of the Ixodidae. Indeed, most species of Argasidae can be assigned to more than one genus-there is currently no agreement on generic placement for 133 of the 193 argasid species. It will be difficult to resolve the genera of Argasidae without additional morphological and molecular studies of the type species of putatively monophyletic groups, which are vital to an understanding of argasid phylogeny (evolutionary history). Consequently, we have focused our efforts on constructing a list of valid species names in which differences in generic assignation are noted, with the hope that this information will stimulate further phylogenetic research.
The authors of the present compilation disagree on the systematic status of several tick genera, but we share a concern about the validity of species names. We have therefore adopted, but do not necessarily endorse, the genus-level classification of the Argasidae proposed by Hoogstraal (1985) Rhipicentor and Rhipicephalus) . In addition, we have included the fossil genera Cornupalpatum and Compluriscutula and their species. Alongside the author of each species name we have inserted, in parentheses, the names of those genera in which the species may have been placed by other workers. The type species of the various genera of Argasidae and Ixodidae are also indicated. Where appropriate, we have included comments on particular species names. Finally, six ixodid tick names that we consider invalid are discussed immediately above the list of Ixodidae. Keirans and Clifford, 1975 (Carios) . This is the type species of the genus Nothoaspis. (Hoogstraal, 1985) , but Russian scientists present sound evidence for its validity (Filippova, 1966 (Denny, 1843) . This is the type species of the monotypic genus Cosmiomma. It was originally named Ixodes hippopotamensis. 
Ornithodoros acinus

Cosmiomma hippopotamensis
Dermacentor abaensis
Teng, 1963. This species is similar to D. everestianus but is provisionally considered
